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Respondent information PSRC DRCOG Metro SANDAG 
Survey sample size 101  117 163 69 
Survey responses 61 59 44 35 
Survey response rate 60%  59% 44% 35% 
Organizational Affiliation         
       Federal Government 0% 2% 0% 0% 
       State Government 11% 9% 9% 3% 
       County Government 15% 22% 2% 6% 
       City Government 39% 49% 39% 71% 
       Tribal Government 0% 0% 0% 0% 
       Port 7% 0% 2% 0% 
       Transit District 10% 4% 5% 3% 
       Private Sector 7% 3% 11% 0% 
       MPO 2% 3% 9% 3% 
       Interest Group 3% 3% 5% 0% 
       Community Representative 2% 0% 16% 0% 
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Portland Metro  
(Metro) 
1,400,000 463 25 Cities 
3 Counties 
1977 
Puget Sound Regional Council  
(PSRC) 
3,583,000 6,290 82 Cities 
4 Counties 
1959 
San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG)  
3,200,000 4,526 18 Cities 
1 County 
1966 
Denver Regional Council of Governments 
(DRCOG) 
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Table 3 Metropolitan Outcome Assessment Questions 


























30% 32% 36% 2% 27% 25% 46% 2% 32% 29% 38% 0% 36% 29% 33% 4%
Transit investment supports 
regional growth centers




















59% 30% 8% 4% 57% 29% 10% 4% 45% 33% 21% 0% 68% 14% 7% 11%
Sample size
PSRC DRCOG Metro SANDAG
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Executive board:  
32 members 
Board of Directors:  
57 members 
Board of Directors:  
24 members 
Meetings Weekly (work 
session or meeting) 
Monthly Monthly Twice per month 
Voting rules Simple majority Weighted by 
population 
Simple majority 
(for regional plans) 
Simple majority 





None None 3 non-voting 







? Metro Expo. and 
Recreation 
Commission 
? Metro Policy 
Advisory Comm.  
? Metro Technical 
Advisory Comm.  
? Joint Policy 
Advisory Comm. 
on Trans.  
? Metro Comm. for 
Citizen Involve.  
? Natural Areas 
Program Perf. 
Oversight Comm. 
? Metro Solid 
Waste Adv. 
Comm. 






Policy Board  
? Growth 
Management 








? Metro Vision 
Issues Comm  
? Advisory Comm. 
on Aging  
? Transportation 
Advisory Comm.  
? Firefighter 
Advisory Comm.  





Planning Comm.  
? Transportation 
Comm.  
? Borders Comm.  

















No Mostly Mostly Mostly 
Other regional 
roles 
? Open space 
? Solid waste 
? Regional facilities 
? Economic 
development 
? Food planning 
? Aging 
 
? Open space 
? Borders 
? Public safety 
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27 regional centers;  
8 manufacturing and 
industrial centers 
92 196  





463 sq. mi. 6,290 sq. mi. 3,608 sq. mi.  
Full area 5,288 sq. mi 
3,608 sq. mi. 



















shopping, and other 
activities are in close 
proximity" 
"… concentrated 
urban areas more 
dense and mixed in 
use than surrounding 







by transit, either rapid 
transit or bus." 
"…places that 
accommodate, or 




densities. They are 
pedestrian-friendly 
activity centers that 
are connected to 
other activity centers 
by transit or could be 
in the future." 
Types of 
Centers 







Activity centers,  
Regional corridors 









16 Sources: Metro, “State of the center: Investing in our communities” January, 2009. PSRC, 
“Central Puget Sound regional growth centers” December, 2002. DRCOG, “Metro Vision 
2035: Growth and development supplement” August 20, 2008. SANDAG, “Smart growth 
definition, principles, and designations” Spring 2003. 
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centers when supported by the smart growth incentive grants and transit 
investment potential. 
































 26       Transportation – Land Use Coordination 











































































19 See reports by City Club of Portland (2010) and Puget Sound Regional Transportation 
Commission (2006) 
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Some additional specific research needs identified through the forum included: 
? Research on performance measures at the metropolitan scale, including types 
and methods. 
? Additional research on policy tools and their effectiveness in influencing decision 
making, which also requires more collaboration between state DOTs and 
university transportation centers to design policy‐oriented studies. 
? Need for new research around the assumptions, targets, scenarios and strategies 
related to greenhouse gas reduction efforts. 
? Studies that would assist local governments in understanding how to undertake 
redevelopment efforts faster and more effectively, including case studies, best 
practice lessons, and studies gathering information from multiple perspectives. 
 
  
